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App;'ication No. 15-4398 

Tr~z is ~~ application of Monroe YO~~G for a racial 

high ... !ay CO:n::lOr. carrier p0rzt·~. A public hearing WOoS h~ld in 

Bake~sfi~le on July 13, 1949~ b~for¢ EY~incr· G~~~on ~~d the ~ttcr 

"I!as s'J.br!li'ctce. 

August 19, 1941, • ..... :1ich ·1lD.S ::-evokcd SeptC!locr 1o, 19l :-2, because of 

failure to nay fees ~ursu~~t to the Tr~~$~ortation Eat~ ~\~, Act. .. . 
(Statutes 1935, Cho.!'. 633, 0.= am0~ded). Between the dates Yarch 29, 

1943, a..~6. April 20, 1945', four eifferent pcrtlits were issucd, all 

of them h:.l.vi~g becn rc ... ok~d because of failure to koel' on deposit. 

cOl'ltinuous adcqvatei:ns~a.nce, O.S prov':'ded for in Section 5 of the 

HighilaY Ca:-r1.ers r .A.ct (Stat\.'!.tos 1935', Chal'. 223, as a:i1onded). O:l 

Ju.~e 10, 1949, the then current p~r~it w~s revoked tor failure to 

pay fecs. Tl'le record therefore s:~o, ... s :l total of six rovocations 

over a ?eriod or o~ght years. 

App11ca.."lt hz-d !"'~l !oo~':lcdge of the CO::m1ission' s intention 

to rovol{e hi.3 ,er:1i ts. zx..~oit !;o. 3, o:Cfered 'by the C¢!n.":lizs1on t s 

Field Division, is a printed fo~, dat~d !1ay 20, 1~49, ~~d clirected 

to the applicant, calling atto~tion to the fact thathiz rees ro~ , 
the quarter enc1.ing Y~ch 31, 1949, ""C:i;'C ecl~!l,!".lcnt, :.l...~d 'thzt failure 
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to pooy s'.lch fees "'Ii thi.."'l 10 d;~ys would rcs'Ul t in revocation of tho 

permi t "vii thout further notice. Thi:: no'tice was t'olloweo. by a."lother, 

dOotcd June 13, 1949, Oodvisingapp1ica."'lt that hi::; permit No. 15-2692 

waz revoked, effective J~c 10, 19~9, for failure to pay the 

aforementioned ~ua.rtcrly fees. The revocation notice a.lso contained 

instructions to the applicant to 1mmediately discontinue ~ll opera-

t10nz as such co.rrier. 

The record is clear t~t Young continued to operate after 

receiving tho notice of revoco.tion dated J'U"1.0 13, 1949. A viola.tion 

was observed by a Field neprcse~tativc on June 21, 1949, ~~d a 

cocp1aint filed in the Justice's Court ofK~rn County, California. 
J-

(No. 2533) •. Applico.."lt ,;as found guilty of a viola.tion of Section 

3 of the Act on' June 30, 1949, and -".,as fined $25.00. 

wr~lc there are zo~c circumzt~"lCCS that might appear 

cx"Ccnuating, they arc not o't su.:-ricicnt ",eight to offset the long 

reco:-d. of violations. Yount; 'testified tbz.t he :nailed a checlt for 

$27.16 to the Comcission on ~~y 16, 1949, in payment of !ee~ tor 

the fir::t quarter or 1949, out that the cancelled cheek was never 

returned to him. As proof o~ this he proeuced the check stub. 

The Co:n:niss10n f s records show th.o.t no chock in that amount ""as 

received on or about t~~t d~te, but a poztal money order in the 

Stml or $30.16 ','."as reccived on or ~bout June 25, 1949. ?Ie tes'tit"ied 

tMt he did !'lot receive notice f:-otl the Cor::~~1ssion ont,~y 20, 1949, 

advising him o!' tho CO:D:lission's i:'ltc:'ltion to revoke his permit, 

but that 1'10 did receive actual notice o! such revocation. Tl'lc 

tcsti~ony shows t~~t on three occasions checks ~cre returned to 

him 'bocause of in::u!ficient i'u."lcls, but 'chose chcc:'-S were rceccl:cd 

when referred back to·You.~g. 
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A fin~cial statc~ent, attached to the ~pplica~ion, ,ur

port~ to show, ~ong other thir.Z~, a sur,lu~ ot $167,000. Obviouzly 

this fi~Jrc is drawn out of the air and has no 'b~~is in fact. The 

applict1.."'l.t's testi:nony ·~l~Z vcry hazy cos to the :na."l."lC::- in ... ,hich the 

st~tc:r.cnt \ .... 0.$ com,11cd. 

The r~cord in this proceeding i~ not such as "'ould 'l'nlrra .. '!t 

the Co=nission in gra.~tir.g thc c.pp1ico.tion for a new ,or:n!t. Givi:lg 

~pplic~t the benefit of every doubt, h1~ record of deliberate 

violations of the l~w is not consonant ,11th our conception of proper 

opcrc.tion of'the t~o of ~sincss in which app1ic~"lt was'ongazcd. 

He is ~~ no position to co~plain, since the ~olations charged. 

c.ga:!.!'lst !~i:l arc :rlagr:.l..~t, rcpeated, and inoxcuso.blc. That is the 

finding of tho Co~ission in this proceeding. The application ~~ll 

be denied .. .. 
OnD'2R - - ~....,.-

Application as above entitled ~ving been filed, a p",'blic 

hearing t.k~vin& becn held th~::-eon, the ~ttcr hav.L"'l.g 'boen $uocittcd 

and the Co~ission beins tully adVised in the promises, 

IT IS OP~EP~ that the above entitlod and numbe~cd ~pplic~-

tion be, ~~d it ao~eby is, donicd. 

the dZ'-te 

d::.y of 

The effective date of this o~der sh~11 be 20 days after 

hereof. 

4IA ., 1949. 

California, this w p. 


